REMARKS: 

Claims 1, 14-28 and 30-48 are presented for examination. 

Reconsideration is respectfully requested of the rejection made in the October 21, 2003 
Office Action of claims 1, 14-28 and 30-48 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,385,655 ("Smith et al.") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,442,571 ("Haff et al"). 

The present invention, as recited in independent claims 1, 28 and 48, relates to 
interchanging documents between a sender computer and a plurality of receiver computers. Of 
note, the claimed invention includes the customization of the user interface associated with at 
least one of the receiver computers such that the receiver computer has a user interface selected 
from one of a plurality of possible user interfaces based upon a respective notification message 
received by the receiver computer . 

It is respectfully submitted that the invention recited by these independent claims 1, 28 
and 48 (as well, of course, as the claims depending therefrom) is neither shown nor suggested by 
any of the cited documents (alone or in combination). 

More particularly, reference will now be made to the Examiner's comments 
accompanying the March 10, 2004 Advisory Action. As best understood, the Examiner's position 
is that "customizing the user interface associated with a first one of the receiving parties and the 
user interface associated with a second one of the receiving parties such that each of the first one 
of the receiving parties and the second one of the receiving parties has a different user interface" 
is disclosed by the HTTP protocol (wherein the sender and recipient do not need to use the same 
Web browser, or even the same operating system). 

Nevertheless, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has apparently given no 
consideration to the claimed feature relating to the user interface being selected from one of a 
plurality of possible user interfaces based upon a respective notification message received by the 
receiver computer (in fact, it appears that the Examiner's comments in the March 10, 2004 
Advisory Action are directed to the claims as they existed prior to the February 20, 2004 
Amendment). 

Accordingly, even assuming for the moment that under the HTTP protocol the sender and 
recipient do not need to use the same Web browser, or even the same operating system, it is 
respectfully submitted that none of the cited references teach or suggest using this HTTP protocol 
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to customize a user interface such that a particular receiver computer would have a user interface 
selected from one of a plurality of possible user interfaces based upon a respectiv e notification 
message received bv the particular receiver computer . 

Thus, since it is believed that the above-mentioned feature is neither shown nor suggested 
by Smith et al. or Haff et al. (either alone or in combination), it is respectfully submitted that the 
rejection of claims 1, 28 and 48 has been overcome. 

Moreover, it is noted that claims 14-27 depend from independent claim 1 . Thus, it is 
respectfully submitted that these claims are patentably distinct for at least the same reasons as 
claim 1. 

Likewise, it is noted that claims 30-47 depend from independent claim 28. Thus, it is 
respectfully submitted that these claims are patentably distinct for at least the same reasons as 
claim 28. 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claims 1, 14-28 and 30-48 
under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith et al. in view of Haff et al. has been 
overcome. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the above-identified application is now in 
condition for allowance. 

Favorable reconsideration is earnestly solicited. 
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